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*Agricultural Law Manual (ALM).
37 See, e.g., Iowa Code Chapter 203D (1999).
38 See In re Woods Farmers Co-op Elevator Co., 107 B.R. 678
(Bankr. D. N.D. 1989) (contract seller of grain to elevator who
had not received payment held only liens as to any proceeds
remaining and was unsecured creditor).
39 11 U.S.C. § 546(c)(1)(A).
40 Id.
41 11 U.S.C. § 546(c)(1)(B).
42 11 U.S.C § 362(a)(3) provides that “any act to obtain
possession of property of the estate or of property from the
estate [is stayed].”
43 11 U.S.C. § 362(b).
44 7 U.S.C. § 181 et. seq.
45 A “cash sale” is defined in the PSA as a sale in which the
seller does not expressly extend credit to the buyer.  Mailing a
check is not an extension of credit.
46 See McEowen and Harl, Principles of Agricultural Law,
§10.06 (2000).
47 See, e.g., Merriman v. Smith, 599 S.W.2d 548 (Tenn. App.
1979).
48 See, e.g., Hicks v. Williams, 104 Ill. App.3d 172, 432 N.E.2d
1278(1982).
49  See Harl, Ginder, Harburgh and Moline, “The StarlinkTM
Situation,” posted at www.iowagrain.org.
CASES, REGULATIONS AND STATUTES
by Robert P. Achenbach, Jr.
BANKRUPTCY
GENERAL   -ALM § 13.03.*
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE . The debtors filed for
Chapter 12 in March 1996 and incurred casino gambling debts in
May 1999 while the case was still pending. The case was
converted to Chapter 7 in June 1999 and a discharge was granted
in October 1999. The casino sought administrative expense
priority for the gambling debts. The court held that the gambling
debt was not an administrative expense and the debt was
discharged because the pre-conversion debt was deemed a pre-
petition dischargeable debt. In re Hill, 251 B.R. 816 (Bankr.
N.D. Miss. 2000).
DEATH OF DEBTOR . The debtor filed for Chapter 7 in April
2000 but died in June 2000 before the meeting of creditors. The
attorney for the debtor moved to have the debtor’s daughter
appear on the debtor’s behalf because the daughter held a power
of attorney and was familiar with the debtor’s estate. The court
held that the chapter 7 case could continue but that the debtor’s
probate estate representative was the proper person to attend the
creditor’s meeting and to continue the bankruptcy case. In re
Lucio, 251 B.R. 705 (Bankr. W.D. Tex. 2000).
EXEMPTIONS
MOTOR VEHICLE. The debtor claimed an exemption, under
Mo. Rev. Stat. § 513.430, subd. 1(5) for an all-terrain vehicle
(ATV). The trustee argued that the ATV was not a motor vehicle
entitled to the exemption because the ATV could not be operated
on a highway. The court allowed the exemption and held that the
statute did not include any limitation but applied simply to “any
motor vehicle” which included ATVs. In re Moore, 251 B.R. 380
(Bankr. W.D. Mo. 2000).
Chapter 12   -ALM § 13.03[8].*
ATTORNEY FEES. A secured creditor had incurred attorney
fees after confirmation of the debtor’s plan. The fees were for
preparation of documents to be recorded, contacts with law
enforcement officials about the debtor’s unauthorized sale of
grain, preparation of a confirmation order and documents relating
to the debtor’s default on plan payments. Nebraska followed the
American Rule which limits awards of attorney fees to successful
litigants unless the fees are expressly provided by statute. The
creditor argued that Section 506 allowed recovery of attorney fees
for oversecured claims. The court held that Section 506 did not
supersede the state rule to allow post-confirmation attorney fees.
In re Lichty, 251 B.R. 76 (Bankr. D. Neb. 2000).
FEDERAL TAX     -ALM § 13.03[7].*
AVOIDABLE LIENS . A Chapter 13 debtor sought to avoid
perfected tax liens by arguing that the debtor, acting as trustee,
had the power, under Section 545, to avoid liens. Section 545(2)
makes th  trustee a hypothetical bona fide purchaser of estate
property. The debtor argued that, under I.R.C. § 6323, the trustee
was a bona fide purchaser of the estate property entitled to a
higher priority than the tax liens. The court rejected this
argument, although noting that a minority of courts have agreed
with the debtor’s arguments, and held that the trustee’s status as a
hy othetical bona fide purchaser was not sufficient to be a bona
fi e purc aser under I.R.C. § 6323. In re Stangel, 219 F.3d 498
(5th Cir. 2000), aff’g unrep. D. Ct. dec. aff’g, 222 B.R. 289
(Bankr. N.D. Tex. 1998).
DISCHARGE . The debtor originally filed a Chapter 13 case on
February 25, 1993, but obtained a dismissal of the case on June 1,
1995. The pr sent Chapter 7 case was filed on August 27, 1997
and the debtor sought a ruling that 1991 and 1992 taxes were
dischargeable as due more than three years before the chapter 7
filing. The Bankruptcy Court held that, under the plain language
of the statute, Section 507(a)(8)(A)(i), the previous bankruptcy
case did not toll the three year period. The Bankruptcy Appellate
Panel rev rsed, holding that the clear Congressional intent was
that the IRS was to have a full three years to collect a tax and that
the Section 507 three year limitation was tolled during the
revi us bankruptcy case. The Court of Appeals reinstated the
Bankruptcy Court decision, holding that Section 507(a)(8)(A)(i)
was unambiguous in not providing for a tolling of the three year
period. Although the court acknowledged that the Bankruptcy
C urt had equitable powers to toll the period, there were no
circumstances, such as debtor misconduct, in this case that
justified using those equitable powers.  In re Palmer, 219 F.3d
580 (6th Cir. 2000), rev’g, 228 B.R. 880 (Bankr. 6th Cir. 1999).
The d y before the debtor filed for Chapter 7, the IRS attempted
to ex cu e a levy under a court Order for Entry by inventorying
the d btor’s assets at the debtor’s residence. The debtor refused
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any entry by the IRS and posted employees as guards to prevent
the levy. The debtor ignored the advice of an attorney to allow the
inventory. The court held that the refusal to allow the levy was
sufficient under In re Griffith, 206 F.3d 1389 (11th Cir. 2000), to
deny the debtor’s discharge of the tax claims to which the levy
pertained. The court was apologetic for the harshness of the
application of Griffith in this case in that the debtor’s misconduct
did not relate to the original tax claim but occurred after the tax
claim was established. In re Gillis, 251 B.R. 920 (Bankr. S.D.
Ga. 2000).
POST-PETITION INTEREST . The Chapter 7 trustee filed the
estate’s income tax returns for four years in 1996. The IRS
assessed penalties and interest for the late taxes. The trustee
included the penalties and interest in the final distribution as an
administrative expense. The court held that Section 503(b) did not
include interest on post-petition interest as an administrative
expense; therefore, the interest was entitled to only a fifth priority.
In re Weinstein, 251 B.R. 174 (D. Mass. 2000), aff’g, 237 B.R. 4
(Bankr. D. Mass. 1999).
CONTRACTS
MUTUAL MISTAKE . The debtor had transferred a farm to a
third party as part of a like-kind exchange of farms. The debtor
took title to the new farm alone. The debtor’s wife sought to
reform the new farm deed to reflect the fact that the original farm
was owned by her and the debtor as tenants by the entirety. The
Bankruptcy Court had granted the wife’s motion to reform the
deed under the doctrine of mutual mistake. The appellate court
reversed, holding that the doctrine of mutual mistake required
mistake of the two parties to the contract, the grantor and grantee.
Because the grantee did not make any error as to the exchange of
properties, the deed could not be reformed for mutual mistake. In
re Callier, 251 B.R. 850 (Bankr. 8th Cir. 2000).
FEDERAL AGRICULTURAL
PROGRAMS
DISASTER PAYMENTS. The FSA has announced that it will
release up to $81 million of loan indebtedness for certain 1999
crop loans made in North Carolina by the CCC where the
collateral was destroyed or damaged by hurricanes Dennis, Floyd
or Irene. 65 Fed. Reg. 60611 (Oct. 12, 2000).
GENETICALLY MODIFIED ORGANISMS . The recent
controversy involving StarlinkTM corn, which has been approved
for use as feed but not for food purposes, is discussed at length in
a “white paper.” Harl, Ginder, Harburgh and Moline, “The
StarlinkTM  Situation,”posted at ht p://www.iowagrain.org.
PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES ACT .
The plaintiff was a producer and seller of cranberries and sold
over $7 million of cranberries to the defendant corporation which
resold the cranberries to a related corporation, both controlled by
the third individual defendant. The sales agreement provided for
payment of 75 percent of the purchase price within 10 days, with
the remainder to be paid four and five months later. The plaintiff
sued for recovery from the PACA trust for the unpaid cranberries.
The defendants argued that the plaintiff had waived its rights to
the PACA trust because the sales agreement allowed payment
more than 30 days after delivery. The plaintiff argued that,
because 75 percent of the payment was due within 10 days, at
least 75 percent of the proceeds was still available in the PACA
trust. The trial court held that the plaintiff was not entitled to
PACA trust protection because the payment terms allowed some
payments more than 30 days after delivery. The appellate court
recognized that the partial payment issue had no direct judicial
precedent but held that the plaintiff was entitled to PACA trust
protection for 75 percent of the unpaid cranberries, because (1)
the sales agreement was clear that 75 percent of the price was to
be paid in 10 days, (2) the delayed payments were allowed only if
the initial 75 percent payment was made, and (3) failure to
provide any PACA trust protection was contrary to the policy of
liberal interpretation of the remedial purposes of the PACA trust
provisions. The plaintiff also argued that the individual was
personally liable for the PACA trust under the pierce-the-
corporate-veil doctrine. The appellate court upheld the trial
court’s refusal to pierce the corporate veil to make the individual
defendant personally liable because the sales agreement was clear
that the buyer was only the corporation. On remand, the trial court
held that the shareholder could be held liable for the PACA trust
because the individual had sufficient control over trust assets
through the individual’s control of the corporation.  Hiller
Cranberry Products, Inc. v. Koplovsky, 106 F. Supp.2d 146
(D. Mass. 2000), on rem. from, 165 F.3d 1 (1st Cir. 1999), rev’g
in part and rem’g, 2 F. Supp.2d 157 (D. Mass. 1998).
PRODUCTION FLEXIBILITY CONTRACTS . The CCC
has request d additional public comment as to prior (64 Fed. Reg.
24091 (May 5, 1999)) proposed rulemaking on reductions of
producti n flexibility contract payments that were affected by the
planting of fruits or vegetables in violation of Section 118(b)(1)
of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996,
7 U.S.C. § 7218(b)(1). 65 Fed. Reg. 59759 (Oct. 6, 2000).
FEDERAL ESTATE
AND GIFT TAX
INCOME IN RESPECT OF DECEDENT. The taxpayer
purchased a deferred variable annuity contract. The contract
provided for payment of the annuity to the taxpayer’s children at
the taxpayer’s death, if the co-annuitant, the taxpayer’s spouse,
did not survive the taxpayer. The IRS ruled that the annuity
payments to the beneficiaries would be income in respect of
decedent to the extent the payments exceeded the taxpayer’s
investment in the contract. Ltr. Rul. 200041018, July 13, 2000.
MARITAL DEDUCTION. The decedent’s will bequeathed the
decedent’s property to two trusts for the surviving spouse and
children. The estate sought to have one of the trusts qualify for
QTIP treatment and had the children execute disclaimers of their
interests in the trusts. The QTIP trust provided that the trustee
"shall use such part of the income and/or principal thereof as it
may deem necessary to provide for the support in reasonable
comf rt of my wife." The trust further provided that the trustee
should consider the spouse’s income from the other trust in
determining whether any income was needed from the QTIP trust.
 IRS argued that this provision limited the income to be
distribut d from the QTIP trust, making that trust ineligible for
QTIP treatment. The court held that the trustee would be required
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under Georgia law to distribute all of the income from the QTIP
trust because there was no other beneficiary. Estate of Lassiter v.
Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2000-324.
RETURNS. The IRS has issued proposed regulations on the
procedure for filing for an automatic six month extension to file
Form 706. The extension request is made on Form 4768 and must
include an estimate of the taxes due. The extension does not
operate as an extension to pay the taxes. 65 Fed. Reg. 63025
(Oct. 20, 2000).
FEDERAL INCOME
TAXATION
ABANDONMENT LOSS. The taxpayer was the sole
shareholder of a corporation which operated a wave pool business
which failed. In 1984, the corporation attempted to sell the
business equipment and moved the equipment to storage when no
buyers were found. The corporation was liquidated in 1988 and
the taxpayer claimed a loss deduction in 1988 for abandonment of
the equipment, although the equipment was still in storage. The
court held that, although the corporation may have abandoned the
equipment in 1984, no abandonment took place in 1988;
therefore, no loss deduction was allowed for 1988. The appellate
court affirmed on another point in a decision designated as not for
publication. Buda v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 1999-132, aff’d on
another point, 2000-2 U.S. Tax Cas. ¶ 50,771 (6th Cir. 2000).
C CORPORATIONS-ALM  § 7.02[3].*
ENTERTAINMENT EXPENSE. The taxpayer corporation
provided meetings for its employees at a resort owned by the
corporation’s major shareholders.  The meetings were held to
increase employee morale and cooperation and the attendees used
the recreational facilities of the resort only during non-meeting
times. The corporation did not have a lease for the use of the
facility and the facility was used by other parties during some of
the same times. The IRS ruled that the corporation’s expenses for
the employees’ use of the facility were not disallowed because the
resort was not a facility under I.R.C. § 274(a)(1)(B) since the
corporation did not have a long term lease or other exclusive
control over the use of the resort. Ltr. Rul. 200041001, (Nov. 30,
1999); Ltr. Rul. 200041008, (Nov. 30, 1999).
COURT AWARDS AND SETTLEMENTS. The taxpayer
was employed as a personal driver for an individual. As a result of
several sexual assaults by the employer, the taxpayer filed a suit
for sex discrimination, reprisal, battery, and intentional infliction
of emotional distress, alleging that the attacks inflicted emotional
and physical harm on the taxpayer. The parties settled before trial
and the settlement did not allocate any payments to the various
causes of action or to punitive damages. The IRS ruled that the
portion of the settlement for punitive damages was included in the
taxpayer’s income; the portion of the settlement paid for actions
by the employer prior to any physical harm caused to the taxpayer
were included in the taxpayer’s income; and the portion of the
settlement paid for the physical harm done to the taxpayer was
excludible from income. Ltr. Rul. 200041022, July 17, 2000.
The taxpayer had received severance pay based on the
taxpayer’s salary and length of service with the employer. The
taxpayer excluded the payments from income, arguing that the
taxpayer received physical injury from the early termination of
employment and the employer knew about the injury when the
payments were made. The court held, in an opinion designated as
not for publication, that the payments were included in income
because the payments were based on the taxpayer’s salary and
length of service and were not made as compensation for the
injuries. Cook v. United States, 2000-2 U.S. Tax Cas. (CCH) ¶
50,770 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
DEPRECIATION . The taxpayers’ son had a medical condition
which required them to transport the son in a modified van. The
costs of modifying the van were allowed as a medical deduction,
however, the taxpayers also claimed a depreciation deduction as a
medical expense deduction over five tax years. The court held that
depreciation is not eligible for the medical deduction because
depreciation is not an expense paid during a taxable year.
Henderson v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2000-321.
DISASTER PAYMENTS . On October 3, 2000, the president
det rmined that certain areas in Florida were eligible for
assistanc  under the Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act, 42 U.S.C. § 5121, as a result of tropical storm Helene
beginning on September 21, 2000. FEMA-1344-DR. On
September 26, 2000, the President determined that certain areas in
Ohio w re eligible for assistance under the Act as a result of a
tornado and severe storms beginning on September 20, 2000.
FEMA-1343-DR. Accordingly, a taxpayer who sustained a loss
attributable to the disasters may deduct the loss on his or her 1999
f deral income tax return.
INTEREST. The taxpayer owned a corporation which operated
a newspaper. The taxpayer borrowed money for the newspaper
operation, pledging stock as collateral and signing the note as an
officer of the corporation. The taxpayer also signed the note as
personal guarantor. The corporation filed for bankruptcy and the
note was discharged as to the corporation but the taxpayer
remained liable on the note. The court held that the taxpayer was
allowed to claim an interest deduction for interest which accrued
after the discharge of the corporation. Gregersen v. Comm’r,
T.C. Memo. 2000-325.
LIKE-KIND EXCHANGES . The IRS has announced that is
will not issue advance rulings or determination letters on the issue
of whether undivided fractional interests in real property are
separate entities and therefore not eligible for I.R.C. § 1031(a)(1)
tax-free like-kind exchange treatment. Rev. Proc. 2000-46, I.R.B.
2000-__, amending Rev. Proc. 2000-3, I.R.B. 2000-11, 103.
PARTNERSHIPS-ALM  § 7.03.*
CONTRIBUTIONS. An S corporation was wholly owned by
another corporation. The S corporation owned rental property
subject to a loan and made capital expenditures on the property.
The S corporation was terminated and transferred the property to
the parent corporation. The parent corporation transferred the
property to a partnership in exchange for an interest in the
partnership and the partnership paid the corporation an amount
equal to the capital expenditures made by the S corporation. The
IRS ruled that the partnership succeeded to the S corporation’s
status as to the capital expenditures as preformation expenditures
under Treas. Reg. § 1.707-4(d). Rev. Rul. 2000-44, I.R.B. 2000-
41, 336.
REPAIRS . The taxpayer owned a fleet of towboats which cost
about $6 million each. The taxpayer performed periodic
maintenance on the towboat engines which cost about $100,000
and took 12-15 hours each. The court held that the engine
maintenance costs were currently deductible and were not
required to be capitalized because the repairs were minimal
compared to the costs of the boats and did not significantly add to
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the value of the boats after each maintenance. Ingram Industries,
Inc. & Subsidiaries v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2000-323.
S CORPORATIONS-ALM § 7.02[3][c].*
CHARITABLE DEDUCTIONS. An accrual method S
corporation’s board of directors authorized a qualified charitable
contribution in one tax year, but the contribution was not actually
made until the following tax year. The IRS ruled that the
charitable deduction for the contribution could be claimed only
for the tax year in which the contribution was actually made,
because the contribution was a tax item which passed to the
individual shareholders who could claim the deduction only in the
tax year the contribution was made. Rev. Rul. 2000-43, I.R.B.
2000-41, 33.
RETURNS. The IRS has released new Form 8869, Qualified
Subchapter S Subsidiary Election, to be used in place of Form
966, Corporate Dissolution or Liquidation. Form 966 may no
longer be used to make a Qualified Subchapter S Subsidiary
(QSub) election. In addition, the temporary procedures for filing a
QSub election provided in Notice 97-4, 1997-1 CB 351, are no
longer valid. Ann. 2000-83, I.R.B. 2000-21, 348.
SAFE HARBOR INTEREST RATES
November 2000
AnnualSemi-annual Quarterly Monthly
Short-term
AFR 6.15 6.06 6.01 5.98
110 percent AFR 6.78 6.67 6.62 6.58
120 percent AFR 7.40 7.27 7.21 7.16
Mid-term
AFR 6.01 5.92 5.88 5.85
110 percent AFR 6.62 6.51 6.46 6.42
120 percent AFR 7.23 7.10 7.04 7.00
Long-term
AFR 6.09 6.00 5.96 5.93
110 percent AFR 6.71 6.60 6.55 6.51
120 percent AFR 7.33 7.20 7.14 7.09
Rev. Rul. 2000-50, I.R.B. 2000-__.
SALE OF RESIDENCE. The IRS has issued proposed
regulations governing the exclusion of gain from the sale of a
personal residence. The proposed regulations also include rules
for the sale of a residence by a bankruptcy estate. The proposed
regulations include the Section 121 exclusion in the list of tax
attributes which pass to the bankruptcy estate. The IRS also stated
that it will not challenge exclusions taken by bankruptcy estates
prior to promulgation of these proposed regulations if the debtor
was eligible for the exclusion.   65 Fed. Reg. 60136 (Oct. 10,
2000).
TAX RETURN PREPARERS. The IRS has adopted as final
regulations providing the requirements of tax return preparers to
meet the due diligence standard when preparing returns which
claim an earned income credit. In order to avoid the imposition of
the penalty, preparers must meet four requirements: (1) complete
Form 8867, Paid Preparer’s Earned Income Credit Checklist or
otherwise record the information necessary to complete the
checklist; (2) complete the Earned Income Credit Worksheet
(Computation Worksheet), as contained in the Form 1040
instructions, or otherwise record the computation and information
necessary to complete the Computation Worksheet; (3) not know
or have reason to know that any information used by the preparer
in determining eligibility for, and the amount of, the EIC is
incorrect; and (4) retain for three years the checklist and
computation worksheet (or alternative records), and a record of
how and when the information used to determine eligibility for,
and the amount of, the EIC was obtained by the preparer. 65 F d.
Reg. 61268 (Oct. 17, 2000).
TRUSTS. The taxpayer was a real estate agent and had
established a trust to which the taxpayer transferred the taxpayer’s
“knowledg , talent, ability and labor.” The taxpayer agreed to
perform services for a third party so long as the payments for the
services were made to the trust. The taxpayer did not claim any of
the payments as income and the trust did not file a return or pay
taxes on the payments. The court held that the payments made to
th  trust w re taxable to the taxpayer as an invalid assignment of
income. Jo nston v. Comm’r, T.C. Memo. 2000-315.
SECURED TRANSACTIONS
CATTLE BRAND. The debtor entered into a pasturing
contract with the owners of 172 cattle. The contract provided that
the debtor would care for the cattle on the debtor’s tribal land
allotment in exchange for 60 percent of the calf crop. The cattle
owners had the contract approved by the FSA because the cattle
were purchased with a loan from the FSA. The cattle had the
owners’ brand on their right hips. Because the cattle were to be
pastured on tribal lands, the brand of the landowner had to appear
on the cattle, so the debtor’s brand was placed on the left hip of
the cattle. A creditor obtained a judgment against the debtor and
executed against the cattle based on the debtor’s brand on the
cattle. The court held that, although the presence of the debtor’s
brand raised a presumption of ownership, the evidence
demonstrated that the debtor did not have sufficient control over
the cattle to have an ownership interest subject to the judgment.
Estate of Harris v. Harris, 218 F.3d 1140 (10th Cir. 2000).
PRODUCER LIEN. The debtor was a walnut, almond and
cherry processor which had purchased walnuts from several
producers who were creditors in the debtor’s Chapter 11 case.
One producer  had filed a state court action to foreclose on the
walnuts on the basis of the statutory producer’s lien and had
obtained a judgment and a writ of execution. The sheriff levied on
the walnuts and scheduled a sale. The sale was prevented by the
debtor’s bankruptcy case. The creditor argued that its interest in
the walnuts was superior to the other producers’ statutory liens
because the sheriff’s levy removed the walnuts from the debtor’s
possession and control. The court held that the creditor’s interest
in the walnuts was not superior to the other producers’ liens
because either (1) the levy was not sufficient to transfer title in
that the walnuts never left the debtor’s warehouse or (2) the title
was transferred and the transfer was a preferential transfer
avoidable by the Chapter 11 trustee since it occurred within 90
days before the petition. In re Churchill Nut Co., 251 B.R. 143
(Bankr. N.D. Cal. 2000).
CITATION UPDATES
Benci-W odward v. Comm’r, 219 F.3d 941 (9th Cir. 2000)
(cour awards and settlements) see p. 117 supra.
Foster v. United States, 106 F. Supp.2d 1234 (N.D. Ala.
2000) (court awards and settlements) see p. 117 supra.
In re Feiler, 218 F.3d 948 (9th Cir. 2000), aff’g, 230 B.R. 164
(Bankr. 9th Cir. 1999), aff’g, 218 B.R. 957 (Bankr. N.D. Cal.
1998) (net operating losses) , see p 115 supra.
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The Agricultural Law Press presents
AGRICULTURAL TAX AND LAW SEMINARS
in St. Augustine, Florida
by Neil E. Harl and Roger A. McEowen
January 9-12, 2001 Hampton Inn, St. Augustine Beach, Florida
Come join us in America’s vacationland for expert and practical seminars on the essential aspects of agricultural tax and
law. Gain insight and understanding from two of the nation’s top instructors while enjoying the warm breezes and historic
backdrop of St. Augustine, Florida.
The seminars will be Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday, January 9-12, 2001 at the beach side Hampton Inn St.
Augustine Beach, Florida. Registrants may attend one, two, three or all four days, with separate pricing for each
combination. On Tuesday, Roger McEowen will cover current developments in many areas of agricultural law. On
Wednesday, Roger McEowen will cover farm and ranch business planning. On Thursday, Dr. Harl will cover farm and
ranch estate planning. On Friday, Dr. Harl will speak about farm and ranch income tax. Your registration fee includes
comprehensive annotated seminar materials for the days attended which will be updated just prior to the seminar. The
seminar materials will also be available on CD-ROM for a small additional charge.
Here are some of the major topics to be covered:
• Legal developments in farm contracts, secured transactions, bankruptcy, real property, water law, torts, and
environmental law.
• Organizing the farm business--one entity or two, corporations, general and limited partnerships and limited liability
companies.
• Taxation of debt, taxation of bankruptcy, the latest on SE tax of rental of land to a family-owned entity; income
averaging; earned income credit; commodity futures transactions; paying wages in kind.
• Federal estate tax, including 15-year installment payment of federal estate tax, co-ownership discounts, alternate
valuation date, special use valuation, family-owned business deduction (FOBD), handling life insurance, marital deduction
planning, disclaimers, planning to minimize tax over deaths of both spouses, trusts, and generation skipping transfer tax.
• Gifts and federal gift tax, including problems with future interests, handling estate freezes, and “hidden” gifts.
• Income tax aspects of property transfer, including income in respect of decedent, installment sales, private annuities,
self-canceling installment notes, and part gift/part sale transactions.
The Hampton Inn provides a full vacationland experience, from white sandy beaches to plentiful golf. Special room
discounted rates are available at the hotel for seminar attendees. See our brochure or web site for more details.
The seminar registration fees    for current subscribers    to the Agricultural Law Digest, the Agricultural Law Manual, or
Principles of Agricultural Law are $175 (one day), $340 (two days), $490 (three days), and $620 (four days).  The
registration fees for     n nsubscribers    are $195, $380, $550 and $700, respectively. Please Note: the registration fees are
higher for registrations within 20 days prior to the seminar, so please call for availability and the correct fees. More
information and a registration form are available online at www.agrilawpress.com
For more information, call/fax Robert Achenbach at 1-541-302-1958, or e-mail to robe t@agrilawpress.com
